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Attributions of Responsibility, Blame, and Justifiability to a Perpetrator and 
Victim in an Acquaintance Rape Scenario: The Influence of Marijuana 
Intoxication 
Abstract Marijuana is a commonly used illicit drug by young adults and has 
been implicated in about one third of sexual assaults. However, the influence of 
Marijuana intoxication on rape attributions has not been previously 
investigated. This study examined the effects of perpetrator and victim 
Marijuana intoxication and participant sex on rape attributions. Young adults 
(N = 285) read an acquaintance rape scenario where Marijuana intoxication 
was manipulated and completed measures of perpetrator (responsibility, blame, 
justifiability) and victim attributions (responsibility, blame). The results 
revealed that an intoxicated, compared to sober, perpetrator was attributed less 
responsibility for his sexual aggression. When the victim was intoxicated, 
compared to sober, the perpetrator and victim were attributed less and more 
blame for the assault, respectively. These findings demonstrate that, irrespective 
of perceiver sex, Marijuana intoxication, like alcohol intoxication, results in an 
attributional double standard in favour of the perpetrator. 
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Introduction  
Despite the high prevalence of sexual assaults, the reporting rate remains low 
(Australian Bureau of Statistics [ABS], 2011; ABS, 2013). This low rate can partially be 
explained by victims’ concerns about being blamed for their assault by support 
providers and the police (Angelone, Mitchell, & Pilafova, 2007). Consequently, the 
investigation of factors that influence people's perceptions of perpetrators and victims is 
needed to understand why people attribute blame (Grubb & Turner, 2012). A rape 
victim’s voluntary substance use can increase victims’ perceived responsibility and 
2 S. J. Qi et al. 
blame, particularly if the substances used are illegal (Girard & Senn, 2008). The 
illegality of the substance may also contribute to the underreporting of rape as victims 
may be concerned about the punitive consequences (Girard & Senn, 2008). The 
influence of illegal substance use on perceptions of rape has rarely been examined and, 
to the authors’ best knowledge, the specific investigation of the effect of a perpetrator’s 
and victim’s Marijuana intoxication has not been previously undertaken. Addressing this 
gap, the current study investigated young Australian adults’ attributions of 
responsibility, blame, and justifiability for an acquaintance rape scenario involving a 
male perpetrator and a female victim in which Marijuana intoxication was manipulated.  
Marijuana is commonly used by young Australian adults with 21.3% of 18-to-19 
year-olds and 21.3% of 20-to-29 year-olds having consumed Marijuana in the last year 
(Australian Institute of Health and Welfare [AIHW], 2011). Based on toxicological 
findings, Marijuana has been identified as the most common illicit substance in drug-
involved sexual assaults (Scott-Ham & Burton, 2005). Marijuana’s intoxication effects 
are similar to the effects of Gamma-hydroxybutyrate (GHB) and Rohypnol in medium-
to-high dosages (Slaughter, 2000) and, thus, Marijuana is as potent as other illicit drugs 
known to incapacitate rape victims. Marijuana use has also been linked with the 
experience of forcible rape among young adult females (McCauley, Ruggiero, Resnick, 
& Kilpatrick, 2010) and likely increases risks for sexual victimisation in a similar way 
to alcohol. For example, intoxicated women’s impaired ability to physically resist 
unwanted sexual advances (Abbey, Clinton-Sherrod, McAuslan, Zawacki, & Buck, 
2003) and sexually aggressive men’s tendency to misperceive intoxicated women’s 
sexual intent (Abbey, McAuslan, & Ross, 1998) may be important risk factors for both 
drug- and alcohol-involved rape. 
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  The investigation of the influence of other substances besides alcohol on rape 
attributions has been neglected (Grubb & Turner, 2012). However, some prior rape-
perception research has examined effects of illicit drug use on observers’ evaluations of 
sexual perpetrators and their victims. Castello, Coomer, Stillwell, and Cate (2006) 
examined the effects of Ecstasy on women’s rape attributions and revealed that an 
intoxicated compared to sober victim was deemed more responsible. Conversely, 
perpetrator intoxication from Ecstasy had no impact on perpetrator responsibility. 
Wenger and Bornstein (2006) found that victim intoxication from Lysergic Acid 
Diethylamide (LSD) resulted in more negative perceptions of the victim. Mock jurors 
perceived the intoxicated victim as less credible and were less likely to convict the 
defendant. Similarly, Finch and Munro (2005) demonstrated that intoxication from 
illegal drugs (Ecstasy, Rophynol) and alcohol resulted in a double standard in favour of 
the perpetrator; an intoxicated perpetrator was considered less blameworthy while an 
intoxicated victim was condemned and deemed more responsible.   
Each of these studies investigated illicit drugs which are not commonly used 
(AIHW, 2011) and, thus, their effects may not be as well understood by the public 
compared to a more popular drug like Marijuana (Castello et al., 2006). The present 
study will build on previous research by investigating the effect of intoxication from 
Marijuana which is a commonly used, illegal drug. Understanding people’s attributions 
for rape and examining the impact of factors that often characterise these assaults can, 
ultimately, help explain why many victims remain unacknowledged (e.g., Littleton, 
Rhatigan, & Axsom, 2007), receive negative reactions in response to their disclosure 
(e.g., Filipas & Ullman, 2001), choose not to report rape (e.g., Lievore, 2003), and feel 
re-victimised during the criminal justice process (Campbell, 2008).  
A large body of research has examined the effects of alcohol intoxication and has 
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generally found that responsibility and blame is attenuated for intoxicated perpetrators 
(e.g., Wild, Graham, & Rehm, 1998) and amplified for intoxicated victims (e.g., 
Cameron & Strizke, 2003). In addition, despite some inconsistencies, most research 
indicates that the perpetrator is blamed less when the victim is intoxicated (Hammock & 
Richardson, 1997; Wild et al., 1998). Fewer studies have looked at illicit drug use; 
however, similar patterns have been found as intoxicated victims are condemned and 
considered more responsible compared to their sober counterparts (e.g., Finch & Munro, 
2005). Attributions for intoxicated perpetration show more inconsistency with one study 
reporting that a perpetrator intoxicated from illegal drugs was blamed less (e.g., Finch & 
Munro, 2005) while another study found no effect of a perpetrator’s Ecstasy 
intoxication on his perceived responsibility (e.g., Castello et al., 2006).  
Given that Marijuana is commonly used (AIHW, 2011), it may be more socially 
accepted than other illicit drugs (Stylianou, 2002). However, people’s perceptions of 
Marijuana may be more negative than alcohol since Marijuana is illegal (Wenger & 
Bornstein, 2006). Thus, it is important to investigate in this context people’s perceptions 
of intoxication from Marijuana, an often socially accepted, but illegal drug, as their 
perceptions may differ from cases involving intoxication from alcohol, a socially 
accepted and legal drug (Stylianou, 2002; Wenger & Bornstein, 2006).  
The current study 
The aim of this study was to examine the effect of Marijuana intoxication on 
perpetrator and victim responsibility and blame attributions and rape justifiability. 
Shaver’s (1985) theory of blame coupled with prior rape-perception research (e.g., 
Cameron & Stritzke, 2003) broadly informed the conceptualisation of responsibility and 
blame as distinct concepts. The attribution of responsibility presupposes causality and 
involves the evaluation of an actor’s intention, volition, and awareness of consequences 
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of his or her actions (Shaver, 1985; Cameron & Stritzke, 2003). Although responsibility 
and blame share underlying dimensions, blame is thought to be separated from 
responsibility by a justifiability dimension (Shaver, 1985) and, also, holds moral 
overtones. Justifiability involves the observer’s acceptance of an actor’s justification or 
excuse. Given the lack of empirical evidence that justifiability underpins blame, 
however, this study investigated justifiability separately as a distinct construct.  
Young adults aged 17 to 25 years of age were recruited for this study since, 
compared to older cohorts, young adults use Marijuana more frequently and experience 
a greater rate of sexual assaults (Australian Institute of Criminology, 2012; AIHW, 
2011). Young adults also play an important role as informal support providers since 
sexual assault victims in this age group often tell their friends about their victimisation 
(Orchowski & Gidycz, 2012). The attributions that young adults make for their peers’ 
experiences are likely going to influence the way that they respond to these disclosures 
which can have detrimental effects on recovery and help-seeking (e.g., Ahrens, 2006).  
Given the evidenced differences in men’s and women’s rape attributions (Grubb 
& Harrower, 2009), participant sex was included as an independent variable in the 
current study. Compared to females, males attribute greater blame to victims (e.g., 
Gerber, Cronin, & Steigman, 2004), less blame to perpetrators (e.g., Untied, Orchowski, 
Mastroleo, & Gidycz, 2012), and are less likely to label vignettes that depict non-
consensual sexual intercourse as rape (Maurer & Robinson, 2008). However, some 
research reveals no sex differences on rape attributions (e.g., Sims, Noel, & Maisto, 
2007). Consequently, a further aim was to examine whether there were sex differences 
were present. Since rape myth acceptance is one of the most robust determinants of rape 
attributions (Grubb & Turner, 2012), it was statistically controlled for. Studies show that 
greater rape myth acceptance results in more lenient evaluations of sexual perpetrators 
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(Grubb & Turner, 2012) and greater victim blaming (Newcombe, Van Den Eynde, 
Hafner, & Jolly, 2008). Lastly, Girard and Senn (2008) noted the possibility that the 
illegality of substances consumed may play a role in attributions given. Thus, the final 
aim of the present study was to examine, in an exploratory manner, whether attributions 
would differ depending on whether the perpetrator and victim were intoxicated from 
alcohol compared to Marijuana.  
It was hypothesised that, after controlling for rape myth acceptance: 
(1) The intoxicated perpetrator will be held less responsible and blameworthy and 
seen as more justified in assaulting the victim compared to his sober counterpart.  
(2) The perpetrator will be held less responsible and blameworthy and seen as more 
justified in assaulting the victim when the victim is intoxicated compared to 
sober. 
(3) The intoxicated victim will be held more responsible and blameworthy 
compared to her sober counterpart. 
(4) Males will hold the perpetrator less responsible and blameworthy and seen as 
more justified in assaulting the victim compared to females. 
(5) Males will hold the victim more responsible and blameworthy compared to 
females. 
Because responsibility and blame are theoretically related, we predicted the 
same outcomes for these concepts; however, they also hold distinct meaning (Shaver, 
1985) and were, therefore, examined separately. Interactions were investigated in an 
exploratory manner. 
Method 
Participants 
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 Participants were 377 young adults (44.8% males), aged between 17 and 25 
years (M = 20.84 years, SD = 2.21).  Most participants (87.2%) were students of a large 
Australian university from various disciplines (e.g., health, business, science and 
engineering). Students were approached via recruitment emails, in-class 
announcements, online advertisements directed at first-year psychology students who 
receive credit for research participation, and in-person recruitment on campus grounds 
and through university interest groups. Additional recruitment strategies included social 
media advertising and snowball sampling to achieve a representation of non-students. 
Participants were offered academic credit or an entry in a prize draw for a shopping 
voucher valued at AUD$50. 
Materials 
Scenario. The acquaintance rape scenario was adapted from Stormo, Lang, and Stritzke 
(1997) and depicted the perpetrator (‘Josh’) and victim (‘Caitlin’) who meet and get 
acquainted at a university party. After the party has finished, Caitlin invites Josh to her 
unit where she starts kissing and touching him. Josh then attempts to remove Caitlin’s 
clothes, but Caitlin tells him to stop and tries to move away from him. Josh does not 
listen and physically forces Caitlin down on the bed and penetrates her. Consistent with 
other acquaintance rape perception studies, the scenario did not mention the word ‘rape’ 
to avoid priming socially desirable responses which may create floor effects (Munsch & 
Willer, 2012). 
The perpetrator's and victim's Marijuana intoxication manipulations produced 
four experimental conditions. The manipulated information was presented through 
witness statements that described the perpetrator and victim as either sober or 
intoxicated from Marijuana (adapted from Starfelt & White, in press). The witness 
statements specified that neither party had consumed alcohol to avoid potential 
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confounds with the effects of Marijuana intoxication. Statements from peers attending 
the party provided information about the perpetrator’s and victim’s Marijuana use (e.g., 
‘Josh accepted an offer of Marijuana and smoked “quite a lot”, while Caitlin declined 
offers of Marijuana’) and level of intoxication (e.g., [Josh/Caitlin appeared] ‘really 
uncoordinated’). Witness statements did not detail the amount of Marijuana consumed 
or whether the use of Marijuana was encouraged by peers. An additional condition 
where the perpetrator and victim both drank alcohol was also used in this study as a 
means to compare whether smoking Marijuana and drinking alcohol are perceived 
similarly in this scenario. 
Measures 
Responsibility, blame, and justifiability attributions. Responsibility, blame, and 
justifiability scales were assessed in separate 7-point Likert scales (1 not at all to 7 
completely). The responsibility scale included six items: five items measuring the 
underlying dimensions of responsibility (causality, knowledge of consequences, 
intention, volition, and appreciation of moral wrongfulness) and one item which 
measured overall responsibility ( ‘Overall, to what extent was Josh/Caitlin responsible 
for what happened?’). The blame scale included two items measuring overall blame and 
aimed to capture moral evaluations (e.g., ‘How much do you consider the incident in the 
apartment to be Caitlin's/Josh's fault?’). The justifiability scale included two items (e.g., 
‘How much can Josh's behaviour be justified by what happened that evening?’) 
constructed by the authors. The responsibility and blame scales were completed 
separately for the perpetrator and victim. The justifiability scale was considered relevant 
only for the perpetrator. In the questionnaire instructions, participants were asked to 
make a series of “judgements” about the man and woman’s behaviours; however, no 
theoretical definitions were provided. 
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Manipulation and validity checks. A series of manipulation and validity checks followed 
the attribution measures. A primary manipulation check assessed whether the 
intoxication manipulations were successful. Participants were asked in a 'yes' or 'no' 
response format whether Josh and Caitlin had smoked Marijuana and consumed alcohol. 
Two descriptive checks assessed the perceived level of intoxication on a 5-point Likert 
scale ranging from 1 (completely sober) to 5 (extremely intoxicated). To assess the 
ecological validity of the scenario, participants rated on a scale from 1 (I strongly 
believe that it did not constitute a rape) to 7 (I strongly believe that it did constitute a 
rape) whether the portrayed assault qualified as ‘rape’. Lastly, participants indicated on 
a scale from 1 (not at all likely) to 5 (very likely) the likelihood that the events in the 
scenario could occur as portrayed.  
Rape myth acceptance. The 20-item Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale - Short Form 
(IRMA-SF; Payne, Lonsway, & Fitzgerald, 1999) was used to statistically control for 
participants’ rape myth acceptance. Responses to statements about rape (e.g., ‘It is 
usually only women who dress suggestively that are raped’) were indicated on a 7-point 
Likert scale (1 = not at all agree, to 7 = very much agree). IRMA-SF has high internal 
consistency ( = .87), construct validity, and content validity (Payne et al., 1999). 
Design and procedure 
A 2 (Perpetrator Marijuana Intoxication; sober or intoxicated) x 2 (Victim 
Marijuana Intoxication; sober or intoxicated) x 2 (Participant Sex; male or female) 
between-groups experimental design was used to examine the effects on perpetrator 
(responsibility, blame, justifiability) and victim (responsibility, blame) attributions. A 
comparison condition that portrayed alcohol intoxication was included also to 
investigate whether the Marijuana intoxication was perceived similarly to alcohol 
intoxication within the scenario.  
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Participants were naïve to the study’s true purpose and were informed that the 
study was about young adults’ perceptions of interpersonal behaviour (Stormo et al., 
1997). The scenario was described as a real event. Participants completed the 
questionnaires online or in paper format and provided consent via the submission of the 
questionnaire. Most participants (n = 314) were randomly assigned to one of the four 
conditions (both intoxicated; both sober; only perpetrator intoxicated; only victim 
intoxicated) with a smaller number (n = 62) assigned to a fifth comparison alcohol 
condition. 
The questionnaire had two parts to provide an opportunity for participants to 
reconsider their involvement if they were experiencing discomfort after reading the 
scenario. Part 1 included the scenario and witness statements while Part 2 contained the 
attribution measures, manipulation checks, the IRMA-SF, and demographic items. The 
order of the measures was the same for all participants with the IRMA-SF presented last 
to avoid priming of the term ‘rape’. With the submission of the questionnaires in a 
sealed envelope, participants received a debriefing letter detailing the true purpose of 
the study and contact details of counselling helplines.  
Results 
Preliminary analyses 
Participants who failed to correctly answer (n = 87, 23.1%) or skipped (n = 5, 
1.3%) the Marijuana and alcohol manipulation checks were removed from the dataset, 
resulting in a final sample of 285 participants (40.7% males). More men than women 
were excluded, χ2 = 10.99, p = .001. In addition, Perpetrator Responsibility and 
Perpetrator Blame scores were significantly lower – and Perpetrator Justifiability, 
Victim Responsibility, Victim blame, and Rape Myth Acceptance scores were 
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significantly higher – among excluded compared to included participants, F(6, 362) = 
10.21, p < .001.  
As intended, participants rated perpetrators who smoked Marijuana (M = 4.57, 
SD = .68) as more intoxicated than the sober perpetrator (M = 1.33, SD = .87), t(232) = -
31.92, p < .001, and the victim who smoked Marijuana (M = 4.47, SD = .62) as more 
intoxicated than the victim who was sober (M = 1.51, SD = 1.09), t(186.35) = -25.56, p 
< .001. Participants believed that the event constituted a rape (M = 5.96, SD = 1.48, 
potential range = 1-7) and rated the event as realistic (M = 4.27, SD = .87, potential 
range = 1 - 5), indicating that the scenario had ecological validity. 
  Scores were averaged when 75% or more of the items were completed. Five 
cases did not fulfil this criterion for one or more of the scales and led to the exclusion of 
four cases in the main analysis for perpetrator evaluations and one case in the main 
analysis for victim evaluations. Higher scores represent greater endorsement of the 
construct. Cronbach’s alphas/Pearson’s r for all study measures are presented in Table I. 
The measures were reliable although the items assessing justifiability were not as 
strongly interrelated as expected. As seen in Table II, participants with more lenient 
evaluations of the perpetrator rated the victim as more responsible and blameworthy. In 
addition, high levels of rape myth acceptance were associated with attenuated 
perpetrator evaluations and harsher victim evaluations. As indicated by the moderate-to-
strong correlations, greater leniency in evaluations of the perpetrator was, to a 
considerable extent, accompanied by harsher evaluations of the victim.  
 [Insert Table I and Table II about here] 
 Several variables had non-normal distributions and paper respondents had higher 
ratings of Perpetrator Justifiability, Victim Responsibility, and Victim Blame compared 
to online respondents, F(5, 274) = 4.50, p = .001. To address these issues, the main 
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analyses were conducted (1) with untransformed and transformed data and (2) with 
questionnaire type entered as a covariate. The results revealed no differences in the 
pattern of results and hence, all original data were used in the main analyses. 
Main analyses 
Two 2 (Perpetrator Marijuana Intoxication: intoxicated, sober) x 2 (Victim 
Marijuana Intoxication: intoxicated sober) x 2 (Participant Sex: male, female) between-
groups Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA) were conducted. The 
Perpetrator MANCOVA had Perpetrator Responsibility, Perpetrator Blame and 
Perpetrator Justifiability as the dependent variables and the Victim MANCOVA had 
Victim Responsibility and Victim Blame as the dependent variables. Both MANCOVAs 
included IRMA-SF as a covariate.  
Perpetrator attributions. Table III shows descriptive statistics for perpetrator 
evaluations across the experimental conditions. Multivariate tests showed that, after 
controlling for rape myth acceptance, Perpetrator Marijuana Intoxication had significant 
main effects, Λ = .91, F(3, 220) = 7.22, p < .001, ߟ୮ଶ = .09. Follow-up univariate 
Analyses of Covariance (ANCOVA) demonstrated that Perpetrator Marijuana 
Intoxication had a significant effect on Perpetrator Responsibility, F(1, 222) = 15.90, p 
< .001, ߟ୮ଶ = .16. When intoxicated from Marijuana, participants attributed significantly 
less responsibility to the perpetrator (M = 5.27, SEM = .08, 95% CI [5.10, 5.44]) 
compared to when he was sober (M = 5.74, SEM = .08, 95% CI [5.58, 5.90]).  
[Insert Table III about here] 
There was also a significant main effect of Victim Marijuana Intoxication after 
controlling for rape myth acceptance, Λ = .95, F(3, 220) = 3.58, p = .02, ߟ୮ଶ	= .05. 
Follow-up univariate ANCOVAs revealed that Victim Marijuana Intoxication had a 
significant effect on Perpetrator Blame, F(1, 222) = 4.48, p = .04, ߟ୮ଶ = .02. When the 
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victim was intoxicated from Marijuana, the perpetrator was attributed significantly less 
blame (M = 5.65, SEM = .09, 95% CI [5.47, 5.82]) than when the victim was sober (M 
= 5.91, SEM = .09, 95% CI [5.74, 6.08]). No significant multivariate effects for 
participant sex were observed, Λ = .98, F(3, 220) = 1.56, p = .20. IRMA-SF was a 
significant covariate, Λ = .69, F(3, 220) = 32.41, p < .001, ߟ୮ଶ	= .31. Greater 
endorsement of rape myths was associated with lower ratings of Perpetrator 
Responsibility and Blame, and greater ratings of Perpetrator Justifiability. No significant 
interactions were found.  
Victim attributions. Table IV shows descriptive statistics for victim evaluations across 
the experimental conditions. A significant main effect for Victim Marijuana Intoxication 
was demonstrated in the multivariate tests, Λ = .95, F(2, 224) = 5.35, p = .005, ߟ୮ଶ	 = .05. 
Univariate ANCOVAs revealed that the victim was attributed significantly more blame 
when she was intoxicated from Marijuana (M = 3.18, SEM = .13, 95% CI [2.92, 3.44]) 
relative to when she was sober (M = 2.63, SEM = .13, 95% CI [2.37, 2.89]), F(1, 225) = 
8.77, p = .003, ߟ୮ଶ  = .04. There were no significant multivariate effects for perpetrator 
Marijuana intoxication, Λ = .99, F(2, 224) = 1.28, p = .28, or participant sex, Λ = .99, 
F(2, 224) = .45, p = .64. IRMA-SF was a significant covariate, Λ = .66, F(2, 224) = 
57.25, p < .001, ߟ୮ଶ	= .34. Greater endorsement of rape myths was associated with 
higher ratings of Victim Responsibility and Victim Blame. No significant interactions 
were found. 
[Insert Table IV about here] 
Alcohol and marijuana comparison 
Two separate one-way between-groups MANOVAs were conducted to 
investigate whether perpetrator and victim attributions in the condition where both the 
perpetrator and the victim were intoxicated from alcohol differed from the condition 
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where they were both intoxicated from Marijuana. The findings showed that there were 
no significant multivariate effects for perpetrator attributions, Λ = .94, F(3, 100) = 1.97, 
p = .12, nor for victim attributions, Λ = .99, F(2, 102) = .49, p = .61. Thus, the means 
between the Marijuana and alcohol conditions were comparable (see Table V). 
[Insert Table V about here] 
Discussion 
This study investigated the effects of a perpetrator’s and victim’s Marijuana 
intoxication and participant sex on young adults’ attributions for acquaintance rape. It 
was predicted that, after controlling for rape myth acceptance, perpetrator and victim 
intoxication would result in more lenient evaluations of the perpetrator (hypothesis one 
and two); victim intoxication would result in harsher evaluations of the victim 
(hypothesis three); and, compared to females, males would make more lenient and 
harsher attributions for perpetration and victimisation, respectively (hypothesis four and 
five). Partial support for the first three hypotheses was found while the latter two 
hypotheses were not supported.  
Signifying partial support for the first hypothesis, an intoxicated perpetrator was 
rated as significantly less responsible for his actions when he was intoxicated compared 
to sober (although there was no significant effect for justifiability or blame). These 
results are consistent with previous studies (Cameron & Strizke, 2003) which have 
found that alcohol intoxication minimises perpetrator responsibility, but inconsistent 
with studies which have found that a perpetrator intoxicated from Ecstasy (Castello et 
al., 2006) or alcohol (Untied et al., 2012) does not attenuate perpetrator responsibility. 
These inconsistencies can be explained by the unfamiliarity and illegality of Ecstasy 
(Castello et al., 2006) and potential issues with the manipulation of alcohol intoxication 
(Untied et al., 2012). The current study examined the effect of a common and, 
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presumably, more socially accepted drug than Ecstasy which could have moderated the 
impact of the illegality of Marijuana. Ratings of the perpetrator’s level of intoxication 
indicated very high perceived intoxication, supporting the assumption that participants 
inferred considerable impairment during the portrayed assault. Behavioural indicators of 
inebriation were used in this study which could be more effective in prompting 
differential attributions compared to quantifying the amount of an intoxicant that has 
been consumed (e.g., “four drinks”; see Untied et al., 2012) since the latter may elicit 
more subjective perceptions of intoxication.     
The second hypothesis was also partially supported. When the victim was 
portrayed as intoxicated, the perpetrator was blamed significantly less compared to 
when the victim was portrayed as sober (but there were no significant effects for 
responsibility or justifiability). Noting some inconsistencies, there is evidence to 
suggest that, when the victim is intoxicated from alcohol, the blame attributed to the 
perpetrator is reduced, irrespective of his own alcohol consumption (e.g., Wild et al., 
1998). To a lesser extent, Grubb and Turner (2012) state that perpetrators are blamed 
more for raping victims intoxicated from alcohol compared to sober victims. The latter 
assertion may be explained by perceivers’ harsher judgements of ‘opportunistic’ rape 
when a perpetrator purposely takes advantage of a victim in a vulnerable state (Grubb & 
Turner, 2012; Stormo et al., 1997). Perceivers may, instead, be more lenient in their 
evaluations of a perpetrator who assaults an intoxicated victim when he is assumed to 
have misunderstood the intoxicated woman’s sexual signals (rather than being 
opportunistic), which may explain this study’s findings.  
 The third hypothesis was partly supported given that the victim was blamed 
more when she was portrayed as intoxicated from Marijuana compared to sober 
(although no significant effect emerged for responsibility). Various studies have found 
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that alcohol (e.g., Harrison, Howerton, Secarea, & Ngyuen, 2008) and drug intoxicated 
victims (e.g., Castello et al., 2006) are blamed more than sober victims. Collectively, 
these findings indicate that victim intoxication itself, independent of the type of drug 
used to achieve the intoxication, augments the blame attributed to a rape victim.  
Although some of the expected effects of Marijuana intoxication were observed, 
contradictory to the fourth and fifth hypotheses, males’ and females’ rape attributions 
did not differ. This finding is unexpected given the body of research demonstrating that 
males have more lenient perceptions of perpetrators and more negative perceptions of 
victims than females (e.g., Angelone et al., 2007; Maurer & Robinson, 2008). However, 
other research reports no sex differences (Sims et al., 2007; Grubb & Harrower, 2009). 
The statistical control of rape myth acceptance may explain these inconsistencies as 
several studies reveal that significant effects of a participant’s sex on rape perceptions 
disappear or appear depending on whether rape myth acceptance is controlled for 
(Girard & Senn, 2008; Stewart & Jacquin, 2010). Alternatively, the effect of participant 
sex on rape attributions may be mediated by sex role attitudes (Anderson & Lyons, 
2005). Irrespective of sex, more conservative sex role attitudes are associated with 
greater victim blame (e.g., Anderson & Bissell, 2011) and less perpetrator responsibility 
(Black & McCloskey, 2013). Thus, the inclusion of a measure of sex role attitudes in 
future studies is advised.  
The finding that some but not all of the dependent measures were impacted by 
Marijuana intoxication is noteworthy. Perpetrator intoxication affected participants’ 
ratings of responsibility but not blame or justifiability. These differential effects could 
be the results of the measures used. Perpetrator responsibility, blame, and justifiability 
may have different or additional underlying dimensions which were not measured in 
this study (Cameron & Strizke, 2003). In particular, lower responsibility ratings for 
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intoxicated sexual aggression likely resulted from the perceived impact of perpetrator 
intoxication on the specific dimensions of responsibility that were measured. For 
example, an intoxicated compared to sober perpetrator may be seen as less aware of his 
wrongdoing (Starfelt & White, in press). However, other factors, such as spontaneous 
affective evaluations, may need consideration to understand better the perpetrator blame 
attribution process (Alicke, 2000).  
In contrast with perpetrator intoxication, victim intoxication affected 
participants’ blame but not responsibility attributions. It is possible that, compared to 
sexual perpetrators, there is a larger perceived discrepancy between stereotypically 
‘good’ and ‘bad’ victims (e.g, Masser, Lee, McKimmie, 2010). This discrepancy may 
lead to greater differences in people’s moral judgements as a result of the portrayal of a 
sober and intoxicated victim. Participants may have blamed the perpetrator less and the 
victim more when the victim was intoxicated because she violated both ‘good’ victim 
behaviour and sex role norms (i.e., became intoxicated and invited a man to her place) 
and, thus, consistent with the just world hypothesis (Lerner & Miller, 1978), was 
perceived as more ‘deserving’ of the rape. Conversely, the dimensions underlying 
responsibility may not have been as relevant to evaluations of the victim as they were 
for the perpetrator (e.g., awareness of wrongdoing may be more relevant to perceptions 
of perpetrators compared to victims).  
Notwithstanding measurement issues, the non-uniform pattern of results is 
inconsistent with the theoretical assumption that blame presupposes responsibility 
(Shaver, 1985). In addition, changes in blame attributed to the perpetrator were not 
accompanied by changes in perceived justifiability, challenging the assumption that 
justifiability negates blame (Shaver, 1985). However, the findings provided support for 
the conceptual distinctiveness of these constructs, adding credence to the argument that 
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they should be conceptualised and measured separately. Taken together, the pattern of 
results suggests that perpetrator intoxication affected evaluations of his behaviour and 
cognitions without providing a justifiable excuse while victim intoxication led to a 
worrying shift in moral condemnation away from the perpetrator to his victim. More 
generally, the findings are comparable with the alcohol literature (see Grubb & Turner, 
2012), revealing a double standard in favour of the perpetrator. It is noteworthy that 
Marijuana intoxication resulted in these biased attributions despite participants’ belief 
that the event constituted a rape (as evidenced by the high mean ratings of the validity 
check). 
Alcohol and Marijuana comparison 
 To explore the possibility that the illegality of Marijuana may have augmented 
perpetrator and victim attributions, the conditions where the perpetrator and victim were 
both intoxicated from alcohol and both intoxicated from Marijuana were compared. The 
effects of alcohol and Marijuana intoxication on perpetrator and victim attributions were 
comparable, suggesting that participants perceived the two substances similarly in this 
context. It is possible that the socially accepted nature of Marijuana, and not necessarily 
its illegality, is influential to how intoxicated perpetrators and victims are viewed.  
Practical implications  
The present study’s findings that perceivers rely on Marijuana intoxication to 
make biased rape attributions have important practical implications for young adults’ 
reactions and responses to perpetrators and victims of rape in social and legal contexts. 
If support providers exonerate the perpetrator from responsibility or blame or hold 
victims blameworthy due to Marijuana intoxication, Marijuana use may function as a 
barrier for rape victims to report their rape and proceed with the criminal justice process 
(Grubb & Turner, 2012) as well as seek personal and professional support (Cohn, 
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Zinzow, Resnick, & Kilpatrick, 2013). Rape victims often disclose their victimisation to 
friends (Branch & Richards, 2013) and are more likely to report their rape to police if 
they were encouraged by someone they consulted with about reporting the rape (Paul, 
Zinzow, McCauley, Kilpatrick, & Resnick, 2014). When considering initial disclosure, 
victims may fear condemnation from these informal support providers if alcohol or 
drugs were involved in the rape. Based on the current study’s findings, this fear appears 
to be a valid concern, particularly when the victim has consumed Marijuana: an illegal, 
but commonly used, drug. While a perpetrator’s Marijuana intoxication appears to have 
no impact on evaluations of the victim, his behaviour and cognitions (e.g., intention, 
awareness of wrongdoing) may be deemed as significantly impaired by the drug which, 
although not considered an excuse, could translate to explanations for rape which 
reinforce common rape myths, such as “he didn’t mean to” (Payne et al., 1999). In the 
context of rape disclosure involving informal support providers, these perceptions, if 
expressed, could hinder emotional recovery (Castello et al., 2006).   
Based on the current study’s findings, coupled with the broader rape attributions 
literature, strategic efforts to combat the attribution bias resulting from alcohol and drug 
intoxication in rape could be beneficial, in particular, in high-risk or high-contact 
populations (i.e., university students, young adults). Sexual assault prevention programs 
and campaigns targeted at these populations that aim to change harmful rape-related 
attitudes and beliefs should communicate the message that rape is the responsibility of 
the rapist regardless of whether the perpetrator or victim was intoxicated from alcohol 
or drugs. In particular, bystander education programs show promise in changing rape-
supportive attitudes (see, for example, Katz & Moore, 2013), such as victim blame, 
among undergraduates by emphasising the important role that informal support 
providers play. These programs could model ways to challenge peers who endorse the 
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attributional double standard when confronted with rape which, according to this study, 
is likely common in cases involving Marijuana intoxication. 
Importantly, the findings also have implications in jury-decision making 
contexts. Although participants were not jurors, many were eligible for jury duty (e.g., 
Australian citizen over 18 years of age). Attributional biases are transferable to the court 
room (Temkin & Krahé, 2008) and this study illustrates that jurors may be biased in 
favour of the defendant when assaults involve Marijuana. To combat this issue, it may 
be relevant, for example, to provide judicial directions written in clear, simple language 
to inform jurors that extra-legal factors, such as alcohol and drug intoxication, should 
not affect their judgements about whether the defendant is criminally responsible 
(Temkin, 2010). 
Strengths and limitations 
 Despite strengths, such as using a theoretical basis for conceptualising and 
measuring the dependent variables, this study has limitations. First, a considerable 
number of participants incorrectly answered the manipulation checks and were 
subsequently excluded from the analyses. As such, the manipulation of Marijuana use 
may not have been as strong as intended. Second, the final sample was not 
representative of the overall sample since, for unknown reasons, included compared to 
excluded participants significantly differed in their scores on some of the main 
variables. Offline respondents also scored higher on justifiability and victim 
responsibility and blame. Offline respondents were approached in-person and asked 
directly to participate in the study while online respondents had greater opportunity to 
reflect on their participation in their own time as well as choosing between a number of 
advertised studies for participation in many cases: As such, a self-selection bias may 
have operated as a result of online recruitment. Given the differences between included 
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and excluded participants and the high proportion of online completion, the final sample 
was characterised as holding particularly compassionate rape-related attitudes and 
beliefs. The attributional double standard identified in this study would likely be more 
prominent in a representative sample. In addition, because the sample mainly comprised 
university students and young adults, the results should not be generalised to other 
populations. Given that higher education is linked with lower acceptance of sexual 
violence (Suarez & Gadalla, 2010), this study may have underestimated adversarial 
rape-related beliefs (e.g., victim blaming) in the population. Fourth, acknowledging that 
participants’ own experiences of sexual violence, alcohol and/or Marijuana use, and 
normative beliefs relating to alcohol and drugs may have influenced their rape 
perceptions, this study could not establish their impact given that these experiences and 
beliefs were not assessed. Rape-perception studies rarely measure participants’ sexual 
assault or substance use history but there is some evidence, for example, that men who 
have perpetrated sexual aggression have more lenient views of rape (e.g., Hilton, Harris, 
& Rice, 2003). Finally, participants completed the responsibility, blame, and 
justifiability items at face value and were not provided with theoretical definitions. 
Future directions  
 Although Marijuana and alcohol had comparable effects on attributions in this 
study, other less commonly used and less socially acceptable illegal drugs (e.g., 
amphetamines) may result in harsher attributions than alcohol (see Girard & Senn, 
2008). Future studies could assess the perceived morality and social acceptance of the 
drug which may help account for variance in attributions. Measures of participants’ 
experiences of sexual violence and alcohol and Marijuana use could also be included. A 
more subtle rape myth scale, such as the Acceptance of Modern Myths About Sexual 
Aggression Scale (Gerger, Kley, Bohner, & Siebler, 2007), could complement 
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traditional rape myth measurement (IRMA-SF). Modern rape myths are more subtle 
given that people are aware of the politically correct answers that are expected (Gerger 
et al., 2007). Future research could also include a measure of sex role attitudes to 
explore its potential mediating role between participant sex and rape attributions 
(Anderson & Lyons, 2005). Finally, future studies would benefit from investigating 
whether the results are replicated in a general community sample and in different age 
groups.   
Conclusion 
This study investigated the effect of perpetrator and victim Marijuana 
intoxication on young adults’ evaluations of a perpetrator (responsibility, blame, and 
justifiability) and victim (responsibility and blame). Overall, the findings provide initial 
evidence that Marijuana intoxication results in an attributional double standard: While 
perpetrator intoxication had a mitigating effect on perceptions of his behaviour, victim 
intoxication prompted her moral condemnation. Efforts to challenge such perceptions 
may, ultimately, serve to lessen the negative reactions from others that rape victims 
commonly experience by highlighting how our biases can lead to victim blaming and 
exonerating those who perpetrate these crimes from responsibility. 
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Table I. Overall means, standard deviations, reliabilities (Cronbach’s alphas/Pearson’s 
r), and score ranges of the study variables 
    Range 
Scale M SD α/r Potential Actual 
Perpetrator      
 Responsibility 5.38 .97 .75 1-7 1.83-7.00 
 Blame 5.70 1.04 .79* 1-7 2.50-7.00 
 Justifiability 2.80 1.49 .55* 1-7 1.00-7.00 
Victim      
 Responsibility 3.22 1.31 .86 1-7 1.00-6.83 
 Blame 3.05 1.73 .92* 1-7 1.00-7.00 
IRMA-SF 2.22 1.03 .93 1-7 1.00-5.41 
Note: α = Cronbach’s alpha; r = Pearson’s r; * = Inter-item correlation; IRMA-SF = 
Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale, Short Form.
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Table II. Pearson correlations between measured variables 
Variable  1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Perpetrator Responsibility -      
2. Perpetrator Blame   .61*** -     
3. Perpetrator Justifiability  -.34***  -.43*** -    
4. Victim Responsibility  -.33***  -.50***  .58*** -   
5. Victim Blame  -.43***  -.56***  .54***  .79*** -  
6. IRMA-SF  -.39***  -.44***  .52***  .56***  .60*** - 
Note: IRMA-SF = Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale - Short Form. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Table III. Means, standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals in perpetrator evaluations as a function of perpetrator and victim Marijuana 
intoxication 
 Victim intoxication 
 Sober Intoxicated 
  M Std. Error 95% CI M  Std. Error 95% CI 
Perpetrator Responsibility       
 Perpetrator intoxication       
  Sober 5.70 .12 [5.46, 5.93] 5.78 .11 [5.56, 6.00] 
  Intoxicated 5.20 .12 [4.97, 5.42] 5.34 .12 [5.10, 5.59] 
Perpetrator Blame       
 Perpetrator intoxication       
  Sober 5.92 .13 [5.67, 6.17] 5.72 .12 [5.49, 5.96] 
  Intoxicated 5.90 .12 [5.66, 6.13] 5.57 .13 [5.32, 5.82] 
Perpetrator Justifiability       
 Perpetrator intoxication       
  Sober 2.51 .17 [2.17, 2.85] 2.49 .17 [2.17, 2.82] 
  Intoxicated 2.71 .17 [2.38, 3.04] 2.93 .18 [2.58, 3.28] 
Note: N = 231 
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Table IV. Means, standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals in victim evaluations as a function of perpetrator and victim Marijuana 
intoxication 
 Victim intoxication 
 Sober Intoxicated 
  M Std. Error 95% CI M  Std. Error 95% CI 
Victim Responsibility       
 Perpetrator intoxication       
  Sober 3.08 .15 [2.78, 3.37] 3.21 .14 [2.93, 3.50] 
  Intoxicated 3.01 .15 [2.72, 3.30] 3.23 .15 [2.92, 3.53] 
Victim Blame       
 Perpetrator intoxication       
  Sober 2.45 .19 [2.08, 2.82] 3.19 .18 [2.83, 3.54] 
  Intoxicated 2.81 .19 [2.45, 3.18] 3.17 .19 [2.79, 3.55] 
Note: N = 234 
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Table V. Means, standard deviations, and 95% confidence intervals in perpetrator and victim evaluations in intoxicated conditions 
 Scenario 
 Both intoxicated from Marijuana (n = 55) Both intoxicated from alcohol (n = 50) 
Variable M SD 95% CI of Mean M SD 95% CI of Mean 
Perpetrator Responsibility 5.26 1.15  [4.99, 5.53] 4.87  .83 [4.59, 5.15] 
Perpetrator Blame 5.46 1.12  [5.17, 5.76] 5.37  1.08 [5.06, 5.68] 
Perpetrator Justifiability 3.11 1.55  [2.69, 3.53] 3.41  1.55 [2.98, 3.85] 
Victim Responsibility 3.36 1.35  [3.01, 3.72] 3.62  1.29 [3.25, 3.99] 
Victim Blame 3.36 1.79  [2.91, 3.82] 3.64  1.59 [3.16, 4.12] 
Note: N = 104 for perpetrator attributions; N = 105 for victim attributions 
 
